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Abstract

We propose a Machine Learning approach for optimal macroeconomic fore-
casting in a high-dimensional setting with covariates presenting a known group
structure. Our model encompasses forecasting settings with many series, mixed
frequencies, and unknown nonlinearities. We introduce in time-series econo-
metrics the concept of bi-level sparsity, i.e. sparsity holds at both the group
level and within groups, and we assume the true model satisfies this assump-
tion. We propose a prior that induces bi-level sparsity, and the corresponding
posterior distribution is demonstrated to contract at the minimax-optimal rate,
recover the model parameters, and have a support that includes the support of
the model asymptotically. Our theory allows for correlation between groups,
while predictors in the same group can be characterized by strong covariation
as well as common characteristics and patterns. Finite sample performance is
illustrated through comprehensive Monte Carlo experiments and a real-data
nowcasting exercise of the US GDP growth rate.
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1 Introduction

Forecast of macroeconomic aggregates has been increasingly resorting to machine-
learning-based methods and large datasets released by official or alternative sources.
The latter often provide datasets that may be structured, such as groups of indi-
cators, but that are nevertheless challenging to handle because of their dimension,
which might be large compared to the number of available observations in the time
dimension. Under this framework, this paper addresses three questions: (i) how
can we construct optimal forecasts in presence of a large number of series that are
cast into groups? (ii) how can we detect the relevant driving factors? and (i)
how can we allow for nonlinearities and mixed frequencies?

From the point of view of the policymaker, a desirable forecasting model should
provide accurate predictions as well as interpretable results. Interpretability can
be achieved, for instance, by first grouping the predictors that present strong co-
variation, common characteristics and patterns — which is particularly valuable in
a data-rich environment — and then by detecting the relevant driving factors within
these groups. Some datasets may be organised in groups by the researcher accord-
ing to economic criteria. For example, real economic activity can be analysed by
using a large number of official series arranged in homogeneous blocks of indica-
tors, such as production, employment, consumption, and housing (see e.g. Moench
et al., 2013 and McCracken and Ng, 2016). Other datasets may be organised in a
group structure directly by the data provider. This is the case, for instance, of the
Google Search data used in Ferrara and Simoni (2022).

In this paper, we assume that the data are given in a group structure and we
propose to take advantage of this feature to reduce the dimensionality. In particular,
we extend the concept of sparsity to the group structure and we hence assume that
the model is bi-level sparse, i.e. sparse at the group level and within groups.
This means that some groups and some predictors within each group are irrelevant
for modelling and forecasting the target variable, conditional on the remaining
predictors. To the best of our knowledge, this paper is the first to introduce exact
bi-level sparsity in time-series econometrics. An important feature of the proposed
method is that we do not require the groups of covariates to be orthogonal, such

that cross-correlation between variables located in different groups is allowed by



our theory. For estimation and selection purposes, we adopt a Bayesian method
based on a hierarchical prior that induces bi-level sparsity. Bayesian procedures
have shown to be attractive for forecasting and nowcasting when the number of
parameters to estimate is large compared to the sample size (see e.g. Banbura
et al., 2010) and provide a built-in prediction with optimal properties.

The forecasting model we consider is flexible enough to include, in addition
to linear regression models with many predictors organised in groups, Mixed Data
Sampling (MIDAS) regression models and nonlinear models as special cases. These
nonparametric models are suitable for capturing complex relationships between the
target variable and the predictors. The group structure arises from an additive
structure where each group is represented by an unknown nonparametric function
of either the high-frequency lag (for MIDAS) or each predictor and interactions
among predictors. Each nonparametric function is then approximated by using a
set of g > 1 approximating functions, like splines and orthogonal polynomials.

While the true model is allowed to have an infinite number of elements in each
group, we work with an approximated model that restricts each group to no more
than g > 1 components. This introduces a bias that vanishes asymptotically as
g increases with the sample size T. The approximated model exhibits a bi-level
sparsity: at the group level, only s{" groups among the N groups are active, and
within each active group, only a few elements have a non-zero impact on the target
variable. Importantly, we allow for both N and g to be large compared to T'.

Bayesian analysis of these group regression models requires to elicit a prior
that charges only the approximated model and that is able to generate a group
structure with bi-level sparsity. We propose a prior that models the coefficients of
each block of predictors independently conditional on common hyperparameters.
After marginalization of these common parameters with respect to their prior, the
coefficients in each group become correlated in the prior. Our hierarchical prior
consists of two mixture distributions — one for the parameters at the group level and
one for the parameters within each group — that are defined as a two-components
mixtures between a continuous distribution (respectively, Normal and half-Normal)
and a Dirac distribution with mass one at zero. The latter induces exact zeros for

the coefficients with non-negligible probability. The hyperparameters of the Normal



and half-Normal distributions, as well as the weights of the mixtures and the model
variance, are endowed with prior distributions. Our prior is inspired by the prior
proposed in Xu and Ghosh (2015, Section 3.2), with minor modifications. However,
an important difference consists in the specification of the standard deviation of the
half-Normal prior. We show that this modification yields a posterior distribution
with good frequentist asymptotic properties.

Our prior inducing bi-level sparsity is computationally convenient as it relies on
a relatively simple Gibbs sampler with one Metropolis-Hasting step to simulate from
the posterior distribution. The computational advantage of our prior is particularly
strong with respect to the one proposed by Chen et al. (2016), which is also designed
to induce bi-level sparsity.

To validate our Bayesian procedure theoretically, we establish optimal frequen-
tist asymptotic properties, i.e. we assume a true data generation process (DGP)
that satisfies a bi-level sparse group structure. Asymptotic properties are then es-
tablished for the sample size T increasing to infinity and for the number of groups
N, the number of active groups sj", the number of components per groups g, and
the number of active predictors in the model sy increasing to infinity with 7. We
recover the contraction rate of the posterior distribution of the parameters of in-
terest and of the in-sample prediction. Remarkably, our posterior contraction rate
attains the minimax rate established in Cai et al. (2022) and in Li et al. (2022)
under mild conditions on the prior and the DGP. In particular, the rate of contrac-
tion is faster than the rate obtained without exploiting the group structure. We
also analyse the convergence of the posterior mean estimator. Finally, the optimal
forecast is constructed by using the posterior predictive distribution, which is well-
known to dominate plug-in predictive distributions when there is prior information.
The posterior predictive is shown to be consistent.

Finite sample properties of our procedure are investigated through extensive
Monte Carlo experiments. We investigate two different frameworks, where the de-
sign of the DGP features either grouped predictors or mixed-frequency data. In
both cases, simulation results point to fairly good estimation, selection, and pre-
diction accuracy. For the DGP accommodating grouped predictors, the proposed

procedure performs particularly well in a high sparsity setting, where the number



of active groups is low compared to the total number of groups. Further, results
appear robust to a number of alternative features in the DGP, such as sophisticated
within- and between-groups correlation structures and asymmetric shocks.

For the DGP accommodating mixed-frequency data, we find again good perfor-
mance in sparse settings with a parsimonious number of active high-frequency vari-
ables. The Mixed Data Sampling (MIDAS) regression model (Ghysels et al., 2006,
2007; Andreou et al., 2013) can be conveniently cast into our general framework,
as each high-frequency predictor forms a group by approximating the weighting
functions of the lagged high-frequency predictors with finite linear combinations of
orthonormal basis (see e.g. Mogliani and Simoni, 2021, and Babii et al., 2022, who
consider sparsity assumptions and estimators different from ours). Our simulations
show that the restricted Almon (Mogliani and Simoni, 2021) and the Bernstein
polynomials (a novelty in the MIDAS literature introduced in the present paper)
provide the best results, compared with the unrestricted (Foroni et al., 2015) and
the Legendre (Babii et al., 2022) polynomials, among others. Finally, unlike other
shrinkage priors, our approach allows for a flexible treatment of the error term. We
show that only a slight modification of the proposed prior is required to account for
stochastic volatility and ARMA errors (Chan and Hsiao, 2014; Zhang et al., 2020).
These features may be relevant in some macroeconomic applications (Carriero et al.,
in press) and can be straightforwardly accommodated in our framework.

Finally, we illustrate our approach in an empirical application on nowcasting the
US quarter-on-quarter GDP growth rate with 122 indicators sampled at monthly
frequencies and extracted from FRED-MD (McCracken and Ng, 2016). We show
that our prior provides good nowcasting performance (in terms of point and density
forecast) when compared to the benchmark AR(1) and the Bayesian Sparse Group
Lasso (Xu and Ghosh, 2015).

The paper is structured as follows. In Sections 2 and 3 we present respectively
the model and the prior. The asymptotic properties of our procedure are analysed
in Section 4. The Gibbs sampler and the computational aspects are presented
in Section 5, while the results of the Monte Carlo experiments are discussed in
Section 6. Section 7 provides an empirical application on nowcasting U.S. GDP

growth. Finally, Section 8 concludes. The proofs for the main theoretical results



are provided in Appendix A, while the remaining proofs are provided in an Online

Appendix.

2 The model

2.1 The sampling model

Let 1, be the series of interest to be predicted h-steps ahead. At each time ¢, a large
number of predictors, organized into N groups and denoted by x;; := {x;¢;}i>1 for
every j € {1,..., N}, are available to the forecaster. As we explain in the examples
below, a group j might be formed, for instance, by indicators belonging to a given
sector or category, by lagged values of one predictors or the dependent variable, or

by functional transformations of one predictor. Prediction of y; is hence based on

the model:
N

Ye = Z%‘(%’,t—h,la Tjt—hz2,---) et E (et[x1,6-h—t,-- s XNt—h—0,£ > 0) =0 (1)
j=1

forevery h > 0andt =1,...,T. Examples of model (1) will be presented in Section
2.3. For every j € {1,..., N}, ¢,(-) denotes a j-specific unknown function of x;;_,
belonging to a separable Hilbert space H; and taking values in R. This notation
allows each function ¢; to depend on a potentially infinite number of arguments.
We further assume that ¢; are independent and identically distributed according to
a N(0,0?) distribution. Therefore, by introducing the vector x; := (X g5 X))
of potentially infinite dimension, the matrix X := (xy_p,...,xp_p) with T rows,
and the N-vectors ¢(x¢) = (p1(X1,t),--.,on(xnN¢)) and ¢ = (¢1,...,¢nN), We

write the sampling model as:

N
Yelxin, p, 0% ~ N Z 0;(Xji-n),0* |, Yh>0, VvVt=1,...,T (2)
j=1

and the joint sampling distribution of y := (y1,...,yr)" conditional on X is Hthl
N
N (Ej:l SOj(Xj,t—h)70'2>-
For j =1,...,N, let {2,—p}i>1 be transformations of the elements of x;;

such that the function ¢;(x;;_p) writes as ¢;(Xj—n) = Y ooy 052 t—ni- In the



remainder of this paper, we shall use this expression for the the function ¢,(-). To
reduce the dimension of the model, each function ¢;(x; ) is then approximated by
Zle 0;.i%j.1—ni, where g > 1is a truncation parameter. We introduce the following
notation associated with this approximation: for every j = 1,..., N, define 8; :=
(0;1,...,0;,) €RI, 0 :=(0),...,0y) €O CRN 7, 4= (Zj4—his--»2jt—hg)
Z = (Z/Lt, . .,z;\,,t)’ a (Ng x 1) vector, and Z := (z1_p,...,2z7-1) a (T x Ng)
matrix. By using this notation, the approximation bias in the mean is: V¢ =

1,....T,

By(g) = Bt|t—h(9) = Elyelxi—n] — nghe

N N N

=Y (P (xjmn) = Z5n85) = D> Oz ni = Y Bijlg),
j=1 j=1 i>g j=1

and B(g) 1= (B1(9), ..., Br(g))"is aT-vector. Therefore, By ;(g) := > ;. 0ji%jt—h,i-
In this paper we adopt a Bayesian approach and specify a convenient prior that
degenerates at zero for the quantity By(g). This prior will be described in Section
3.

2.2 The sparsity structure

Denote ¢ = () := (¢1,...,¢n) the N-vector of functional parameters, and let
(p0,08) be the true value of (p,0?) that generates the data. Under the gaus-
sianity assumption of the error term, the true conditional distribution of y given
{x¢—n}i=1,. 78 Hle N <Z§V:1 ©0,4» a%), with Lebesgue density denoted by fy. The
true value of the parameter @ in the approximation of the true function pg(x;¢) is
denoted by 6o := (6 ,,...,0q y)’, and the approximation bias of the true sampling
mean by Bo(g) = (Bo,1(9), - -, Bor(9))-

Bi-level sparsity is the feature of the model that guarantees the existence of
an approximation z;_,6 =), z;, 1,00, to Z;V:1 ©0,(Xj4—n) in (1), with a small
number of active groups and non-zero coefficients for each active group such that
the approximation bias By ,(g) is small relative to the estimation error.

To make this concept more precise, let S§° := {1 < j < N; || |2 > 0} C
{1,2,...,N} be the true set of indices of the groups (subvectors) in 6, with at

least one nonzero component (active groups), and s§" := [SJ"| denote the num-



ber of groups in @y with at least one nonzero component. If S§" # @, for every
J € S§" let Sp; be the set of the indices of the nonzero elements in 6y ;, such that
S0 = Ujesgr [50,5| and so := [So| = - cger [50,5|. Remark that so > 1 since there is
at least one active group under the assumption S§" # @. If S§" = @, then sy = 0.
Moreover, sy = so(g) is a non-decreasing function of g. Hence, we say that 6 is
(80, 89" )-sparse.

More generally, every vector 8 € © C RV9 can be associated with a group struc-
ture by using the inverse of the Vec(:) operator. This leads to a (¢ x N) matrix
Y (6), whose j-th column is equal to (0g(;—1)41,---,0;)" € RI. The columns of this
matrix are the groups in 6. In what follows, we denote by Sj the set of indices
of the active groups in 0, i.e. the set of indices of the non-zero columns of Y(8),
hence S5 C {1,2,..., N}. Moreover, we denote by S C {1,2,...,Ng} the set of
nonzero elements in @ and by Sy ; the set of nonzero elements of the j-th group 6;.
Therefore, for given positive integers si', so satisfying sj” < N and s§" < so < gsi',
all vectors @ € © such that |Sy"| < sJ" and |Sg| < s are said to be (s, 5§ )-sparse.

The next assumption supposes bi-level sparsity of 8y and guarantees that the
approximation bias By(g) is small relative to the estimation error. It is similar to

Belloni et al. (2014, Condition ASM).

Assumption 2.1 Let s, so be positive integers satisfying si < N and s < sp <
gsf". The functions {@o j}j=1,..N admit the following sparse approxzimation form:

for every 3 =1,...,N and everyt=1,...,T,

©0,j(Xji-n) = 25 400+ Boy;(9),
N

N g
1
> {0002 >0 = s > > 1{|6ol > 0} = s, 1Bo(9)II5 < —s005-
j=1 j=1 i=1
In Section 4, we will let N, g, sp and sJ" to increase with 7. This, together
with Assumption 2.1, will allow the size of the approximation model to grow with
the sample size T. The constant 16 in the denominator of the upper bound of the

approximation bias can be replaced by any constant larger or equal than 16.



2.3 Examples
2.3.1 Linear regression with grouped predictors

Many datasets used for macroeconomic forecasting display a large panel of real
and financial indicators. Theses series can be often organized in blocks by following
either economic prior information or statistical procedures. For example, a nominal
group for different price indicators, an output group for supply and production
indicators, a financial group for interest rates and stock prices, etc.

In the literature, this group structure has been usually taken into account
through multilevel factor models, where group-specific factors capture within-group
variations and common factors capture between-group variations in the data (see
e.g. Moench et al., 2013). Factors extraction is indeed an effective and popular
way to reduce dimensionality. In this paper, we propose an alternative procedure
to take into account the group structure as well as the dimension arising from a
large number of groups and indicators within each group.

We suppose that each group of covariates contains at most g elements. Let y; be
the target variable to be predicted h-steps ahead, j € {1,..., N} the group index,
and x;; the g-vector of variables in group j. Then, by assuming a linear model:

Vt=1,...,T and h > 0,
N
Yt = ZX97t_h0j + €t E (€t|X1,t7hff7 co s XN t—h—£) 14 2 0) =0. (3)
Jj=1

This model can be cast in model (1) with z;; = x;; and ¢;(xj1-n) = X}, ,0;.

Here, the approximation bias is zero.

2.3.2 Mixed-frequency regression (MIDAS)

Consider a low-frequency variable y, where t = 1,..., T indexes the low frequency
time unit, and consider (N — 1) high-frequency variables a:JHt forj=1,...,N —1.
By denoting with m the number of times the higher sampling frequency appears in
the low-frequency time unit ¢, then ¢t — k/m denotes the k-th past high frequency
period for k£ = 0,1,2,.... To simplify the notation, we set the same m for all the

groups, but our framework can accommodate the case where we have different m;



specific to each group. Let us define the high-frequency lag operator L'™, such
that LYot = o Further, let h = 0,1/m,2/m,3/m,... be an (arbitrary)
forecast horizon. For given orders p,,p, > 0, the general Mixed Data Sampling

(MIDAS) regression model can be written as follows: V¢t =1,...,T and h > 0,

Dy N—-1
yt = Bul'yl + > WLV ™)al , + el
u=1 j=1

E (5tL|{Z/tL—u %’:17 {xj,t—h—e}jzl,...,N—uzo) =0, (4)

where W;(L'/™) is the high-frequency lag polynomial

Pa
G =3 gL, () iRy S R, (5)
u=0
This model can be cast in model (1) with N groups, where the N-th group is given
by the lagged values of the dependent variable: oy (xn:) = Oy (Yi-1,.--,Yip,)
with Oy := (B1,...,5p,)’, and the x;,_j, and ¢;(-) for each of the remaining N — 1
groups are given by ¢;(x;t—p) = \Ilj(Ll/m)xft_h for every j = 1,...,N — 1 with
Xjt—h = (azftfh, . 7$§I,t7hfpx ) APrevious literature has considered different pa-
rameterizations of the weighting function v;(u) in (5). For instance, in the unre-
stricted MIDAS model (Foroni et al., 2015), p, + 1 parameters per group are esti-
mated: ¢;(0),9;(1),...,%;(ps). Ghysels et al. (2007) specify 1;(u) as either a two-
parameters exponential Almon lag or the Lebesgue density of a Beta distribution.
Using (non-orthogonalized) algebraic power polynomials, then ;(u) = > 7_, 6;;u’,
which corresponds to the Almon lag polynomials. More generally, one can assume
that 1;(-) belongs to a separable Hilbert space H; with a countable orthonormal
basis {¢1(-), #2(),...}. Therefore, for any 1;(-) € H; we can write

j(u) = Z 0;i0i(u), (6)

!'Note that model (4) can be generalized to accommodate groups of indicators sampled at the
same frequency as the target variable y;.

10



where 6;; := (1;, ¢;) is the i-th Fourier coefficient. Hence,

Pz oo o
U (L™ ath =)0 05wzl = D 05i®iX 0 h = 5(Xj0-1),
u=0 i=1 i=1
where ®; := (¢:(0),¢i(1),...,¢:(pz)). Remark that by cutting the sum in ¢ at

some g > 0, we get

9
H
0i(%ja—n) = O (L™l =" 0;®x,n + Bij(g)- (7)
i=1
Hence, the truncation of the sum in (6) at g yields a MIDAS model with approxi-
mate high-frequency polynomial > 7, 0, ®ixX;¢—n, 2jt—ni = PiXj1—n = (di, Xji—n),
where (-, -) denotes the corresponding inner product in RP= 1, z;, j, = (x; e P, ,X;- Py,
and an approximation bias at time ¢ given by By ;(g) = >, , 05i®iX;1—n-

2.3.3 Nonlinear predictive regression with interaction effects

In many settings, it may be desirable to account for possible nonlinearities in the
conditional mean function of the target variable y;. Model (1) can accommodate
different types of nonlinearities. The simplest case is when, given p covariates,
the effect of each covariate on g; can be separated in p nonlinear functions and

interaction effects are not considered: Vt =1,...,T and h > 0,

P
Y = Z Soj(xj,t—h> + €t, E (€t|xj,t—h—€aj = ]-7 ER) N7€ Z 0) = 0.
j=1
Here, we have p groups (that is, N = p), and ¢, is a function of only one covari-
ate taking values in a separable Hilbert space H; with a countable orthonormal
basis {¢;1(-), ¢;2(-),...}: ¢; € H;. Then, for every j € {1,...,p}, pj(zji—n) =
Y1 05i0j.i(xj—n), where 0;; := (p;, ¢;,) is the i-th Fourier coefficient and (-, -)

denotes the inner product in H;. For some g > 0 we can approximate ¢;(x;;_5) as

g
0i(Tja-n) = Y 0jidji(je—n) = 25, 1,0;,
=1

11



which yields an approximation bias at time ¢ given by By ;(g) = > ;- 05i9ji(zjt—n).
Interaction effects among covariates can be accommodated by letting each nonlinear
function ¢; to depend on several covariates. That is, ¢;(x;;—5) can be replaced by
©;(%j4—n1,%jt—n2,-..) and approximated by using functions from tensor product
sieve spaces. As this could be cumbersome, we suggest an alternative approach
that benefits from the group structure and consists in using an additive partially

linear model. It can be cast in model (1) as follows: V&t =1,...,7 and h > 0,

P

Y = Z ©i(@ji—n)+21_pOp+1+et, E (et|zjt—p—0,j=1,...,N,£>0) =0, (8)

j=1

where zi_p 1= (T14—hT2t—hy T1t—hT34—h, - - - Lp—1t—hTpi—h) 1 a p(p — 1)/2-vector
that includes the interactions among covariates. In this case we have N = p+ 1
groups, with the last group having a very high number of components (of the order
p?). Alternatively, we can replace 2 0,41 with 330, 27, ,0,,; in (8), where
Zjt—h = {Zj1—nThi—h}trzj 18 a (p — 1)-vector. The total number of groups is now
N = 2p and the last p groups have dimension p — 1 each, which is much lower than
p?. It follows that the choice of the group structure may imply a trade-off between

the number of groups and the number of components of each group.

3 The prior

With the approximation model in Section 2.1 and the Assumption 2.1 in mind,
we elicit a prior that puts all its mass on the approximation z;, ,0, conditional
on z;_p, and that induces sparsity at the group level and within groups. Let us
first define, for every group j = 1,..., N, the following quantities: 6; = le-/ ij,
b; == (bj1,...,bjs), le-/g = diag(vj1,...,v4) and v;; >0 fori=1,...,9.

We treat the truncation parameter g as deterministic and, under Assumption
2.1, it may depend on sg. Our proposed Bayesian Sparse Group Selection with

Spike-and-Slab prior (BSGS-SS henceforth) is specified as: Vj =1,..., N,

0;; ~ do, Vi > g, (9)
blg, mo "~ (1 = m0)N, (0, I,) + modo(b;), (10)
’Uji|7T1,Tj ”'L\C} (1—7T1)N+(0,Tj2)+7T150(Uji), 1, = 1,...,g, (11)

12



ind. 1
7~ G (Ao Ary), A= 3 (12)

o ~~ B(COa d0>7 Ty~ B(Cla d1>7 02 ~ g_l(a()) (ll), (13)

where N'*(0,77) denotes a N(0,77) distribution truncated below at zero, do(-)
denotes a Dirac distribution at zero, G (resp. G~') denotes the Gamma (resp.
Inverse-Gamma) distribution, A; ; in the prior for 7; is the scale parameter, and B
denotes a Beta distribution. The conditional priors for b,|g, 7o and for vj;|m, 7'3'2
are specified as hard spike-and-slab priors. A similar prior has been considered
in Xu and Ghosh (2015, Section 3.2). However, a subtle difference here is the
non-conjugate Gamma prior for the standard deviation hyperparameter 7;. We
prove in Section 4 that this specification ensures good asymptotic properties for
the corresponding posterior.

As for the parameter 6;;, it can be shown that, once {v;;}7_; is integrated out,
the induced prior on 6;;, conditional on (mg, 7, 7;), is Vi = 1,...,9 and Vj =
1,...,N:

Ojilmo, m1, 75, g ~(1 = m1)(1 — o) (1 — 7{) fo,, (05il7;)
+ (1 + [ (m0 — 1) — o] (1 — 1)) 80(6;2), (14)

where the Lebesgue density fy,, is upper bounded by the Lebesgue density of a
G(1/2,7;) distribution. Its explicit expression is given in Appendix B.3.2, together
with a proof of this result.

The prior (9)-(10) induces a conditional prior on the random function ¢;, given
{vji}7_, and g, which can be viewed as a mixture of a degenerate Gaussian process
and a Dirac distribution at zero. To see this, denote z;; p; = zj(x;:—p) and
let Qo : H; — H; be a covariance operator defined as: Vh € H;, (Qo;h)(:) :=

I v3(zji, h)zji(-), where (-,-) is the inner product in #;. If H; is an infinite
dimensional space, or has dimension larger than g, then ) ; is not injective and has

a nontrivial null space that contains B; j(g). Hence, (9)-(10) induce the following

conditional mixture prior on the random function ¢;: for every j € {1,..., N},

©jlmo, {vjiti_1, 9 ~ (1 = m)GP(0,Q0,5) + mdo(0;)- (15)

13



As g — oo, the GP(0,€ ;) is a well-defined Gaussian Process in H; if and only if

9 .2 - ny
-1 V; < oo by assuming {zj;};

p,; is a trace-class operator, that is, if limg oo )
forms an orthonormal system. Once we integrate out vjzi with respect to its prior,
we find that E[v%,] = E[E[v}|7;, m1]] = 3d1A3 ;/[4(c1 + d1)]. So, Qo; is a trace-class
operator if 3d; A ;/[4(c1 + d1)] = O(1/g), which is guaranteed by Assumption 4.3

(iv) below.

4 Theoretical properties

This section provides the theoretical validation of our procedure by studying the
asymptotic behaviour of the posterior distribution of the model’s parameters (i, 02),
denoted by II(-|y,X). We adopt a frequentist point of view, in the sense that
we admit the existence of a true value (pp,03) that generates the data. We
denote by Eg[] the expectation taken with respect to the true data distribu-
tion [[_, NV (Z;VZI @07j(xj7t_h),ag> of y conditional on (pgj,02) and xj; p, t =
1,...,7,57=1,...,T, with Lebesgue density denoted by fy. In the following, we
denote by [|Z||,, the operator norm and ||Z||, := max{||Z;||op;1 < j < N}, where
Z; is the (T x g)-submatrix of Z made of all the rows and the columns correspond-
ing to the indices in the j-th group. Moreover, || - || denotes the Euclidean norm.

Denote

€ := max{y/ sy log(N)/T,~/solog(T)/T, \/30 log(s8"g)/T}

the rate of contraction of the posterior distribution of (. The first term of the rate
corresponds to the complexity of identifying s§" non-zero groups; the third term
corresponds to the complexity of estimating sg non-zero elements of a parameter
distributed in sf" known groups. In the absence of group structure, the maximum
between these two rates corresponds to the rate for recovery of sparse vectors over
lp-balls (see e.g. Raskutti et al., 2011). The case without group structure and p
parameters can be obtained by setting either only one group or a number of groups
equal to the number of parameters. In the first case, N = 1 and g = p; in the
second case: N = p and g = 1.

For two sequences ar and by and two constants c¢i,cy > 0 we write ar < by if

c1br < ap < coby. By using this notation, if log(sf g) < log(s{ g/s0), log(N) =
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log(N/s8") and sglog(T) < min{sy" log(N), solog(sy ¢)}, then € corresponds to the
minimax rate for recovering ¢ given in Cai et al. (2022) and in Li et al. (2022). The
conditions log(s§"g) =< log(s{ g/s0) and log(N) < log(N/sj") guarantee that we are
in a sparse setting, while the condition sgplog(7") < min{s{" log(N), solog(s§ ¢)}
guarantees that we are in a high-dimensional setting. If sp = s'g, which cor-
responds to the case with no sparsity within the groups, then the last condition
corresponds to Assumption 4.1 (%) in Mogliani and Simoni (2021).

The following assumption restricts some of the parameters of the model.

2

Assumption 4.1 For positive and bounded constants o?, &%, suppose that: (i)

0 < o? <o} <7° < oo; (i) max{N,T} < e%'9; (iii) max;cge maxies, , |0o,ji

<
log(s§"g).

Assumption 4.1 (i) excludes degenerate cases by restricting the model variance.
Assumption 4.1 (4i) restricts the rate at which the number of groups can increase
compared to T', s{" and g. It is violated for instance if N > T and if N > exp{s{ g}.
Assumption 4.1 (7i) restricts the growth rate of the largest component of the true
0.

The next two assumptions concern the hyperparameters of the prior. Assump-
tion 4.2 allows A; ; (the hyperparameter of the prior for 7;) to increase or decrease
with T', g, s and |Sp ;|. It rules out a A1 ; decreasing too fast to zero or increasing
too fast to infinity. In practice, any positive constant can be taken as a value for

A1,; and its choice depends on the desired tightness of the prior for 7;.

Assumption 4.2 ., := max{\; j; j < N} and assume that /T /(|| Z||, min{log(gs3"),
log(T)}) < C with probability 1 for some positive constant C. The scale parameters
A1,j are allowed to change with T' and belong to the range: for every j =1,..., N,

max { 1 \/T

o T (€S Ay < Amax < C min{log(sg'g), log(T))}
S04 1Z1o

for two positive constants 1 < ¢ < C < oo.

For the following assumption we introduce the function (u)y := max{u,0}.

Assumption 4.3 There exist positive constants kg and k1 such that the hyper-

parameters cg, dy, c1,dy of the Beta priors for my and 7y satisfy: (i) for every N > 1,
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(do+j—1)/(co+ N —j) < koj/[N"(N —j+ 1)] for every log(2)/log(N) <
up < 8§ and Vj € {1,...,N} C N, (i) for every s'g > 1, (d1 +j—1)/(c1 +
Ng —j) < r1j/[(s5 9)" (Ng — j + 1)] for every log(2)/log(sf g) < ur < so and
Vie{l,...,g} CN, (iii) for a positive constant C.q,

max {cy, do log(N + ¢y + dp), dy log(s? g)} < CogTe?;

(iv) ¢1 > )\ff’jg% —dy.

Assumptions 4.3 (3) and (ii) require that ¢y and ¢; increase together with N, 3"
and g and control their rate. To satisfy the assumption, if dy and d; are chosen equal
to one and if kg and k; are chosen such that kg < N"0 and 1 < (s§ ¢)"*, then ¢ and
c1 have to be at least of the order of 1 — N + N“™1 /xy and (s8"g)* Ng/k1 — Ng+1,
respectively, for ug, uy in the range of values given in the assumption and up to a
constant. On the other hand, if dy and d; are chosen to increase with 7', then ¢y
and ¢; have to increase faster than dyN“0*! and d; (s g)**. In practice, one can set
the constants kg and k; at very small values, as long as they are fixed and do not
increase with 7. Assumptions 4.3 (i) correspond to those in Castillo et al. (2015,
Assumption 1) for the special case of a Beta prior. We provide in Appendix B.1 a
deeper analysis of this assumption.

In the remaining part of this section, we establish results that hold uniformly
over the infinite dimensional set F(sg, s); Z) introduced below. For s§",so € N
satisfying s§" < N and s§" < sg < gsi", we define the set

800'2

Flso,s8:2) i= { (0,0 B9) 3 < “02- 8 < s, 50 < 50,

max max |6;;] < log(sy g), and o? € [QQ,EQ]}.
jeSgT iESeyj

The next theorem establishes the in-sample consistency of our procedure based
on the BSGS-SS prior (9)-(13). It shows that the posterior contracts in a neigh-
borhood of the true value defined by the in-sample prediction error. We use
the notation gog-T)(X) = (¢;(Xj—ht1),-.-,pj(x;r-p)) for j € {1,...,N} and
H="H1y X XHpy.
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Theorem 4.1 Suppose Assumptions 2.1 and j.1 - /.3 hold and let € — 0 as T —

0o. Then, for a sufficiently large constant M > 0: as T — oo,

2
N
sup Eo [TI| @€ H; (> (@gT)(X) —wé,Tj)(X)) <MTe|y,X || =
j=1

(goo,ag)éf(so,sgr;Z) 9

The required sample size to achieve convergence to zero of the in-sample prediction
error is T > Cmax{s{ log(N), solog(sy g), solog(T)} for some positive constant
C. In the grouped predictors example of Section 2.3.1, the norm in Theorem 4.1
is the inner product weighted by the Gram matrix X'X: that is, [|X(8 — 09)||3.
Similarly, in the MIDAS example of Section 2.3.2, we have that:

2 2

N T
> (&7 =T @0) | =30 | 30D (05— i) B

In addition to the entire function ¢, it is interesting to look at the coefficients
of the approximation. For these coefficients, we provide a result on the parameter
recovery of our procedure, i.e. the consistency of the marginal posterior of 6.
As discussed in Bickel et al. (2009), the parameter 6 is not estimable without a
condition on Z because of its large dimension. In particular, it is well known from
the literature (see e.g. Castillo et al., 2015, and Ning et al., 2020) that if 8 is sparse,
then local invertibility of the Gram matrix Z'Z is sufficient for estimability of 6.

We then introduce the smallest scaled bi-level sparse singular value.

Definition 1 For every s,r > 0, the smallest scaled bi-level sparse singular value

of dimension (s,r) is defined as

(Z(S,T) = inf{—HZOH% 5, 0< sy <s and 0 < sp < r} : (16)
1Z]|3116113

The bi-level sparse eigenvalue condition requires that for every s,r > 0, there

exists a constant £ > 0 such that ;5(3,7’) > k. Under this assumption, for every

0 with a number of active groups sj not larger than s and a number of non-

zero elements not larger than 7, we have that ||Z6||3 > «||Z||2]|0||3. This is the

same assumption as in Li et al. (2022). However, they assume that the columns

of Z are normalized (Zthl zit_hﬂ- = \/T), while we do not need to make this
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assumption. In the following, we use the notation ¢y := %(Mofégr + 55", M13o + so),
where 5" := Te?/log(N), 30 := Te€*/log(s) g), and My and M; are two positive

constants.

Theorem 4.2 Suppose Assumptions 2.1 and 4.1 - /.3 hold and let ¢ = 0 as T —

oo. Then, for every constant Ms > 2M + &2 /8 where M is as in Theorem 4.1, we

y,X)] — 0. (17)

If there exist positive constants kg and k., such that ¢o > kg, and |Z|2/T = k. with

have: as T — oo,

MsTe?
H(ee@;ue—eonéz S

sup E i
’ %022

(¢0,03)EF (50,59 2)

probability approaching one, then as T — oo,

M;e?

RekKz

sup E, {H (06@; 160 — 602 >
(p0,03)EF (0,535 20)

Y, X)] — 0. (18)

The rate given in (18) coincides with the rate obtained in Li et al. (2022, Corollary
1) for a linear regression model.

We now look at the posterior mean of ¢(x;) as a possible point estimator for
©o(x¢). Convergence of a Bayesian point estimator towards the true ¢y is in general
not implied by the result of Theorem 4.1 if the loss function is not bounded. The
next theorem analyzes the asymptotic behaviour of the posterior mean in terms
of the Euclidean loss function ¢, (g, ) := %Zle <Zj\[:1 [ (x¢—n) — SDj(Xth)DQ,

which is not uniformly bounded if the parameter space is not compact.

Theorem 4.3 Let us consider the posterior mean estimator p(x;) := Elp(x¢)|y, X]
and assume that as T — oo, Eg [H (ﬁh(go,gpo) > Mj62|y,X)} < Cj=P for every
j > 1 and for some B > 2 and some constant C' > 0. Then under the assumptions

of Theorem .1,

T N 2
1

Eo | = S D 1Bxe-n) — poi(xin)] —0  asT — oo

t=1 \ j=1

The result of the theorem holds under the assumption that the posterior of the

complement of a ball centered on ¢y with radius proportional to the contraction rate
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€2 becomes sufficiently small for large T'. Results of this type have been established
for instance in Hoffmann et al. (2015). To conclude this section, we provide in the
next theorem a validation of our procedure for out-of-sample forecasts. It states
that the posterior predictive density of y.|x,_p, denoted by f(yT\xT_h,y,X) =
[ foyr|xr—n, ¢, c*)L(dp, do?|y, X) conditional on a new value of the covariates

X,_p, converges to the Lebesgue density fo(y-|Xr_n, @0, 03) of the true distribution

Py with respect to the Hellinger distance denoted by dg(-, ).

Theorem 4.4 Let fo(y-|X,—n,p0,08) denote the Lebesgue density function of the
true conditional distribution Py of y, given X, evaluated at y,. Suppose Assump-
tions 2.1 and 4.1 - 4.3 hold and let € — 0 as T — oo. Suppose that there exist
positive constants kg and k., such that ¢g > kg, and |Z|2/T = k. with probability

< €2, and that for all j > 1 and some B > 2,

~

approaching one, that |Bor_n(g)|”

2

2 2
< g + 00 4jM262 M3€

— 5 57 >
2min{o3, o2} ‘

y,x)gﬁ, H(||0—eo||%>j

RekKz

for some constant C' > 0. Then,

Ill_{lgo ) <d%—l(f0(y7'|x7'—h7(10070-8)7f(yT|XT—hay7X)) < 6’ X,XT—h> =1

for all e > 0 and all x-—p such that ;g Zz’esj ij',r—h,i <C,Vv8 C{l,...,N}
such that |S9"| < " 4+ T€*/log(N) and VS; C {1,...,g} such that > jeser 15i] <
so +Te*/log(sd g).

By the proof of Theorem 4.1 and by Theorem 4.2, we know that the probabilities in
(19) go to zero. The assumption of the theorem is then just an assumption about
the rate at which these posterior probabilities go to zero. We refer to Hoffmann

et al. (2015) for primitive conditions for this assumption.
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5 MCMC algorithm

Let us define the following quantities:

_ _oy—1 _
ny = (V325250 +77) vji := 0 n5b5i 2 [y — ZijiOj]
3= (0 2V 22V + 1,7 p; = o 28 VIPZ [y - 2,6,
where ZNBN = Z\jO\j + Zk#z bjki)jkz]'k and Z\je\j = Z/ﬁ)#j bmvm-Zm- (Xu and
Ghosh, 2015). The MCMC sampling scheme is outlined in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Given suitable starting values for b, {le-/z}j:17.,,,N, Ty, T, T, and
denoting with “rest” the conditioning parameters and data in each conditional dis-

tributions, repeat the following steps:

(a) Sample o from the Inverse-Gamma distribution:

T 1
opest 67 (5 +au, 3y~ 2613+

(b) For each j=1,...,N andi=1,...,g, sample vj;:

(b-1) Updaten3; and vj;, and sample the latent variable 1 ji ~ Bernoulli(T ji),

where

1

2
T+ 2(1 — 771)"73; exp ( et > o (m>

20755 Nji

%173'1' = H(Uji = O|T€8t) =

and ®(-) denotes the cdf of the Normal distribution.

(b-2) Sample vj; from the mizture distribution
vjilrest ~ (1 =y 0) N (w50, m5:) + 715600 (v50)-

(c) For each j=1,...,N, sample b;:

(c-1) Update p;, X;, and sample the latent variable vy ; ~ Bernoulli(mo ),

where

o
| S—
mo + (1 — m0) 352 exp (31,5 ' 1s;)

%O’j = H(bj = 0”/‘6875) =
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(c-2) Sample b; from the mizture distribution
bj|rest ~ (1 — 9 ;)N (,uj, Ej) + 70,500(bj).

(¢c-3) Use the current draws of b; and v; = (vj1,...,vj4)" to update 0; =

1/2
Vb,

(d) For each j = 1,...,N, sample from 7;|vj, \1j using a Metropolis-Hastings
step. We set the proposal density 1., as an exponential distribution and
draw a new proposal (denoted T1") from it: T ~ EN), where A7t = ol
(i.e. the proposal is centered on the previous value Tj‘?ld). The acceptance

probability is given through min(1, R), with

H(Uji\Tj”ew, Test)H(T]”ew)

II(vj; |7']9ld, 'rest)H(T]?ld)

aur (T]Qld | 7_jnew )

auz (T]new | 7.jold)

R:

1I

X
11
new __ 7_(_)ld

od \ (&13)
= " 2 €Xp § — E v2 ! - ! —(T] ] )
et (R N G E) Y

J J

qucl Fnew
Y J
X €xp Tnew + 7_(')ld

J J

N | —

where & := #§{i;v;; > 0}.

(e) Sample my and 7y from the Beta distributions:

N N
molrest ~ B | N = 05+ co, Y 0, +do |,
=1 =1

N g N

g
milrest~ B[ Ng =Y yjiten Y Y yji+di

j=1 i=1 j=1 i=1

In the Monte Carlo analysis reported in Section 6 and in the empirical applica-
tion reported in Section 7, the hyperparameters Ag and Ay ; of the prior for 7; are
set to A\g = 1/2 and A ; = log(log(max(V,T'))). Both satisfy the conditions in our
theoretical analysis, but other values are also compatible with our theory. As for the
hyperparameters of the priors on 7wy and 7y, their values must be chosen very care-

fully, as they control the overall amount of between-group and within-group prior
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sparsity. Assumption 4.3 and Appendix B.1 provide conditions and guidelines for
the choice of these hyperparameters. By fixing dy = d; = 1, then Assumption 4.3
(i) - (i) implies that ¢y and ¢; have to satisfy the following lower-bounds: for every
N > 1,

Nug—l-l (887“9)111]\/'9

>1—-Ng+ —"——

co>1—N+ (20)
where ky and k; are constants, and ug and u; have to belong to intervals whose
bounds depend on DGP parameters (N, s§',so,g). The non-asymptotic lower-
bounds in (20) are useful in practice if optimal values for ¢y and c¢; are selected
through a grid search. In this paper, we propose to select ¢y and ¢; by using a data-
driven approach based on the Deviance Information Criterion (DIC; Spiegelhalter

et al., 2002), defined as:
DIC(c|y, X) := —4Eg .2 [log f(y|0, 02, X)|y, X, c] + 2log f(y|fc,52,X), (21)

where ¢, := (0.,,02%)" denotes the model parameters for a given set of hyperparam-
eters ¢ = (cp, 1), and q?)c is a point estimate of ¢..2 This metrics of fit presents the
advantage of being easily available from the Gibbs output, with no additional costs
in terms of computational burden. We hence select the hyperparameters ¢y and
c1 that minimize the DIC by performing a random search on a fine 2-dimensional
grid, with lower-bounds set as described in (20). In the Monte Carlo simulations,
we set the lower-bounds at the largest possible value over all the alternative DGPs
considered. In this way we ensure that the selected ¢y and ¢; satisfy (20) for all the
DGPs under comparison. In empirical applications, s and sy are unknown, but
we recommend to tune them at some arbitrary values such that the inequalities in
(20) are satisfied for low values of ¢y and ¢;. Therefore, the price to pay for not
knowing s{" and s is simply to have to search on a larger grid. As an alternative to
the DIC, one could select ¢y and ¢; by using marginal likelihood approaches (Chib,
1995; Chib and Jeliazkov, 2001), which are often considered in the literature for

2The first part of (21) is the posterior mean deviance, which is here estimated by averaging
the log-likelihood function, log f(y|@,), over the posterior draws of ¢,. ¢, is computed using the
posterior median for @ and the posterior mean for o2.
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model comparison (e.g., Bayes factor). Our experience in our particular setting has

pointed out in favour of the DIC.

5.1 Modified priors

It is worth noting that some priors defined in Section 3 can be slightly, but conve-
niently, modified without affecting the theoretical properties discussed in Section 4.
For instance, we can allow 71, which controls for the overall prior inclusion proba-
bility for the groups of coefficients, to be group-specific. In this case, we can replace
m in step (b-1) of Algorithm 1 with 7 ;, and change the conditional posterior of
7 in step (e) with:

9 g
5| rest ~ B (9 - Z%,ji + ¢, Z%,ji + dl) .
i=1 i=1

Further, we can employ a hierarchical prior for the variance of the error distribution,
as in Bitto and Fruhwirth-Schnatter (2019): o2|a; ~ G (ag,a1), a1 ~ G(eg,e€1),
with hyperparameters ag, ey, and e, set to conventional values ag = 2.5, eg = 5,
e1 = ep/(ap — 1). In this case, we extend step (a) with the conditional posterior

distribution of a;:

1
ay|rest ~ G | eg + ag, €1 + — |-
o

Preliminary analysis pointed to an improvement, although marginal, of estimation
results when these changes are accounted for in the MCMC sampling scheme. The

modified priors are hence implemented in Algorithm 1 for the remainder of the

paper.

5.2 Extending the model to a general error process

One of the main advantage of the proposed prior is its flexibility on the treatment
of the error process. Unlike other shrinkage priors (Group Lasso, Sparse Group
Lasso), it is quite straightforward to extend the model outlined in Section 2 to
account, for instance, for stochastic volatility and ARMA errors. The relevance

of these features in macroeconomic applications has been extensively stressed by

23



the literature (e.g., Clark, 2011; Chan and Hsiao, 2014; Carriero et al., 2015, 2019;
Zhang et al., 2020). Further, recent works (Carriero et al., in press; Lenza and
Primiceri, 2022) have suggested that time-varying volatility could attenuate infer-
ential issues (e.g., explosive patterns and widening uncertainty for forecasts and
Impulse Response Functions) when the estimation sample includes extreme obser-
vations such as those recorded during the COVID-19 pandemic. We then modify

the homoskedastic model in (1) to account for a general error process as follows:

N
Yy = Z ©i(Xj1—n1s Tjt—n2,---) + €t (22)
j=1
&t = ¢8,18t—1 +--+ ¢E,p8t—p + ur + ¢u,1ut—1 + -+ ¢u,qut—q (23)
ug ~ ty, (07 Wi eXp(Ct)) ) (24)

Equation (23) specifies a stationary and invertible ARMA(p,q) error structure,
with roots of the lag polynomials ¢.(L) and (L) assumed to lie outside the unit
circle. Equation (24) specifies a stochastic volatility process with heavy-tails and
occasional outliers for innovations u;, which are hence assumed to follow a Student-
t distribution with time-varying log-volatility ¢; and outliers component w;. The
Student-t distribution in (24) can be conveniently expressed as a scale mixture of
Normal distributions, where the scale term 7; is endowed with an Inverse-Gamma

prior distribution whose density depends on the degrees of freedom parameter v:
7 ~ G 1(0.50,0.5v). (25)
Therefore, conditional on (73, wy, (), the error has distribution:
up ~ N (0, we exp((t)) - (26)

It follows that, after integration with respect to the prior of 74, u; follows a zero-
mean non-standardized Student-¢ distribution with v degrees of freedom and vari-

ance v/(v — 2)wrexp(¢;) for v > 2. The log-volatility ¢; is assumed to evolve
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according to a stationary AR(1) process:

Ct ~ N (:u( + d)C(Ct—l - :U’C)ao-g) ’ (27)

with initial conditions (o ~ N (/LC,Jg /(1 — (bg)) and ¢, restricted to lie in the
stationary region. Note that while the scale term 7; is intended to capture frequent,
although limited, jumps in the volatility, the additional scale term w; is instead
intended to capture infrequent, but extreme, jumps. Following Stock and Watson
(2016) and Carriero et al. (in press), the prior for w; has a two-part distribution,
depending on whether an observation at period ¢ is considered either regular or

outlier: for a constant w > 2,

1 with probability (1 — py)
U(2,w) with probability p,,
where U(2,w) denotes the Uniform distribution with support (2,).
Implementation of these features implies only minor modifications to both the

prior discussed in Section 3 and the MCMC Algorithm 1. Details are provided in

Appendix B.2, and an application is presented in Section 7.

6 Monte Carlo experiments

We evaluate the finite sample performance of the prior described in Section 3
through Monte Carlo experiments. Two set of simulations are presented in this
section: first, we consider a DGP featuring grouped predictors, as in the example
described in Section 2.3.1; second, we consider a DGP featuring mixed-frequency
data, as in the example described in Section 2.3.2. Simulations are based on 200
Monte Carlo iterations, each featuring 60’000 MCMC sweeps (with a burn-in sam-

ple of 10’000 sweeps and a chain-thinning parameter set at 5).

6.1 Experiment 1: DGP with grouped predictors

In this experiment, the DGP involves Ng = {100,300} predictors (sampled at
the same frequency as the target variable) structured in N = {5,10,20} groups.

The group active set has cardinality sj” = {1,5,10} and we fix so; = 1 for all
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simulations, such that the total number of active variables (sg) is equal to the
number of active groups. S§ and Sp; are fixed realizations of random draws
without replacement from {1,..., N} and {1,..., g}, respectively. The number of
in-sample observations is fixed at T" = 200, and the out-of-sample at T,,s = 50.

Simulated data are obtained from the following process:

N g
ye=o+Byyo1+ > Y zinabji+ e, (29)
=1 i=1
Zjti = PzZjt—1,i T €jtis (30)
€ 0 o2 0
" ~iid NV : : (31)

where € = (€1,41,..-,€N1tg), Ze = SeReSe is a block-diagonal matrix, S a (Ng X
Ng) diagonal matrix with elements o, and R, a block-diagonal Toeplitz correlation
matrix, with N blocks each of size (¢ x ¢g) and featuring diagonal elements equal to
one and off-diagonal elements p‘g_ill for all 4 # i’.> The group structure is therefore
given by the structure of this covariance matrix. We set o = 0.50 and p. = 0.50,
and we calibrate o such that the noise-to-signal ratio of (29) is NSR = 0.20 for
all the simulations. The coeflicients of the active variables is set to |6;;| = 0.5,
for each j € S§" and i € Sy, and 0 otherwise. The sign of the coefficients is a
fixed realization of random draws with replacement from {—1,1}. Finally, we set
a=0.2,5,=03,and p, = 0.9.

The simulation results are reported in Tables 1 to 3. The values in the ta-
bles denote average outcomes across Monte Carlo iterations and their bootstrap
standard errors (in parentheses). In Table 1, we evaluate the estimation and selec-
tion performance of our prior. To evaluate the estimation, we compute the mean
squared error (MSE), the variance (VAR), and the squared bias (BIAS?) of the
posterior median estimator. The selection performance (at either group or variable
levels, denoted respectively by the subscripts N and g) is evaluated through the
True Positive Rate (TPR) and the Matthews correlation coefficient (MCC), where

3Note that the DGP includes an AR(1) term, which represents an additional group with only
one indicator. As this group is always active in the simulations, we simplify the notation by
denoting N the group of exogenous predictors.
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Table 1: Monte Carlo simulations: estimation and selection accuracy

Ng [ N] g |sy" | MSE, VARs BIAS; TPRy TPR, MCCy MCC,
9 1 0.01 0.01 0.00 99.3 99.3 0.98 0.99

5120 (0.00)  (0.00)  (0.00)  (0.4)  (0.4)  (0.01)  (0.00)

1 0.01 0.00 0.00 100.0 100.0 0.99 1.00

ol (0.00)  (0.00)  (0.00) (0.0) (0.0) (0.00)  (0.00)

0 0 0.05 0.04 0.00 99.7 99.5 0.98 0.99

100 5 1 (0o1) (0.01)  (0.00) (0.2) (0.2) (0.01) (0.00)
5 0.04 0.04 0.00 99.7 99.8 1.00 0.99

20 | 5 (0.01)  (0.01)  (0.00) (0.2) (0.1) (0.00)  (0.00)

10 1.82 0.77 1.05 49.7 47.3 0.56 0.60

(0.07)  (0.04)  (0.09) (2.2) (2.2) (0.02)  (0.02)

5 | 60 1 0.01 0.01 0.00 99.5 99.8 1.00 1.00
(0.00)  (0.00)  (0.00) (0.4) (0.3) (0.00)  (0.00)

1 0.01 0.01 0.00 98.5 98.8 0.99 0.99

10| 30 (0.00)  (0.00)  (0.00) (0.6) (0.6) (0.00)  (0.00)

5 0.10 0.10 0.00 97.3 97.1 0.97 0.98

300 (0.02)  (0.02)  (0.00) (0.7) (0.8) (0.01) (0.01)
5 0.14 0.14 0.00 95.3 97.0 0.96 0.97

20 | 15 (0.02)  (0.02)  (0.00) (0.9) (0.6) (0.01)  (0.00)

10 2.44 0.41 2.02 23.1 22.1 0.33 0.41

(0.04)  (0.05)  (0.09) (1.6) (1.5) (0.01)  (0.01)

Notes: T = 200, so,; = 1, so = s3". MSE, VAR, and BIAS? denote the Mean Squared Error,
the Variance, and the Squared Bias, respectively. TPR and MCC denote the True Positive Rate
and the Matthews Correlation Coefficient, respectively, computed at the groups level (subscript
N) and at the variables level (subscript g). Average values across Monte Carlo simulations.
Bootstrap standard errors in parentheses.

the former measures the probability of detection of the true active set (i.e. the
hit rate) and latter the overall quality of the classification. The simulation results
point to fairly good estimation and selection accuracy overall. In particular, in a
very sparse setting the MSE is extremely low (with almost zero bias) and the true
active set (both at group and variables level) is correctly selected with extremely
high probability according to both TPR and MCC. It is worth noting that the per-
formance is almost unaltered when the number of groups N increases. On the other
hand, the selection accuracy tends to deteriorate in a less sparse setting. These
results are consistent with the contraction rates derived in Section 4. We hence
expect a similar outcome when, ceteris paribus, the number of true active variables
so increases. The findings broadly hold when Ng > T, although we observe a
more pronounced deterioration of the overall performance when s§" increases with
respect to the case Ng < T

In Table 2, we present simulation results obtained after slightly modifying some
key calibration parameters and/or accommodating some new features in the DGP

described above. In particular, for robustness check: i) we increase the within-
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Table 2: Monte Carlo simulations: modified DGP

— pe =0.75
pe = 0.75 Pt Re full NSR = 0.5
et e¢ ~ Skew-N

Ng | N | g sgr TPRy TPRy; | TPRy TPR, | TPRy TPRy; | TPRNy TPRy
9 1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.8 99.3 98.5 97.3
5120 ©0.0)  (00) | 00  (00) | 02 (04 | 06 (0.8
1 99.8 99.8 100.0 100.0 99.0 99.0 95.5 95.5
0l 10 (0.2) (0.3) (0.0) (0.0) (0.5) (0.5) (1.0) (1.0)
5 99.7 98.8 99.3 97.0 99.3 96.6 83.9 78.4
100 (0.2) (0.4) (0.2) (0.7) (0.3) (0.7) (1.5) (1.6)
5 99.3 98.9 98.5 98.3 98.9 98.3 75.1 74.9
20| s (0.3) (0.4) (0.4) (0.5) (0.4) (0.6) (1.9) (1.7)
o | 963 46.6 51.7  42.0 58.5 42.0 18.2 16.3
(2.1) (2.1) (1.6) (1.7) (1.1) (1.2) (0.8) (0.6)
5 | 60 1 99.3 99.3 99.0 98.8 99.3 98.5 94.5 92.8
(0.5) (0.4) (0.5) (0.5) (0.4) (0.6) (1.1) (1.3)
1 98.5 99.3 99.3 99.8 99.3 99.0 92.0 93.3
10 | 30 (0.6) (0.4) (0.4) (0.2) (0.4) (0.5) (1.3) (1.2)
5 97.3 95.8 96.3 95.2 97.3 95.8 62.3 55.8
300 (0.7) (0.8) (0.9) (0.9) (0.7) (0.9) (2.1) (2.0)
95.7 95.3 94.8 94.7 96.5 95.7 48.8 47.6
5 (1.1) (0.9) (0.9) (1.0) (0.9) (0.9) (1.9) (1.9)
20 |15 ) 26.2 21.1 30.4 22.6 27.6 19.8 12.8 11.7
01 s (1.3) (1.7) (1.4) (1.5) (1.1) (0.5) (0.4)

Notes: See Table 1. p. denotes the within-groups correlation parameter. R. denotes Toeplitz cor-
relation matrix. NSR denotes the noise-to-signal ratio. The Skew-N (&, w?, «) distribution has shape
parameter o = —5, while location (¢) and scale (w) parameters are calibrated such that £; has mean
zero and variance o2. Average values across Monte Carlo simulations. Bootstrap standard errors in
parentheses.

groups correlation parameter by setting p. = 0.75; i) we allow for between-groups
correlation by letting the Toeplitz correlation matrix R, to be a full matrix, .e.
Re = p‘ehbl‘ for all v # /, with ¢« = 1,..., Ng; 4ii) we allow for asymmetric shocks
in the DGP by letting &; to follow a Skew-A (£, w?, «) distribution (Azzalini and
Capitanio, 2014), with shape parameter a = —5, and location and scale parameters
(¢,w) calibrated such that &; has mean zero and variance o2; and iv) we increase the
noise-to-signal ratio to 0.5.% For this analysis, we focus on the TPR only (additional
results are available upon request). The results suggest that our model is robust
to different correlation structures and error distributions, as the TPRs reported in
Table 2 are very close to those reported in Table 1, irrespective of the number of
indicators and groups, as well as of the number of active groups. Selection accuracy

appears nevertheless affected by a substantial increase in the noise-to-signal ratio.

4For 111), we exploit the fact that w? = 02# and & = —(ﬂ/%, with § = \/10‘? Under

the location-scale-shape parameterization, the skewness of the Skew-A/ distribution is given by
3
— 4= (6 V2/ 7T)

=45 a5 e For a=—5and 0% =0.25, then w? ~ 0.65, £ ~ 0.63, and ¢ ~ —0.85.
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Table 3: Monte Carlo simulations: predictive accuracy

BSGS-SS BSGL
Ng | N | g | 87 | RMSFE LogS CRPS | RMSFE LogS CRPS
0.71 0.35 0.71 0.76 0.28 0.76
5120 1 0.01)  (0.01) (0.01) | (0.01)  (0.01)  (0.01)
1 0.70 0.37 0.70 0.73 0.32 0.73
(0.01)  (0.01)  (0.01) (0.01)  (0.01)  (0.01)
10710 0.73 0.32 0.73 0.93 0.07 0.94
100 5 (0.01) (0.01)  (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
5 0.73 0.33 0.73 0.87 0.14 0.88
o0 | 5 (0.01)  (0.01)  (0.01) (0.01)  (0.01)  (0.01)
10 0.94 0.07 0.94 1.00 0.00 1.00
(0.01)  (0.01)  (0.01) (0.01)  (0.01)  (0.01)
5 | 60 1 0.72 0.34 0.72 0.88 0.13 0.88
(0.01)  (0.01)  (0.01) (0.01)  (0.01)  (0.01)
1 0.71 0.36 0.71 0.82 0.21 0.82
10| 30 (0.01)  (0.01)  (0.01) (0.01)  (0.01)  (0.01)
0.74 0.31 0.74 1.11 -0.10 1.12
300 5 (0.01)  (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)  (0.01) (0.02)
5 0.74 0.30 0.74 1.03 -0.04 1.04
20 | 15 (0.01)  (0.01)  (0.01) (0.01)  (0.01)  (0.01)
10 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.08 -0.09 1.09
(0.01)  (0.01)  (0.01) (0.01)  (0.01)  (0.01)

Notes: See Table 1. RMSFE, LogS, and CRPS denote respectively the Root Mean
Squared Forecast Error, the Log-Score, and the Continuously Ranked Probability Score,
in relative terms with respect to the AR(1) benchmark. Average values across Monte
Carlo simulations. Bootstrap standard errors in parentheses.

Finally, we evaluate the forecasting accuracy of our model. One step-ahead

forecasts are obtained from the posterior predictive density of Yrir—1:

F (o |D) = /¢ F (o116, D)TI([D)des (32)

where I1(¢|D) denotes the joint posterior distribution of the parameters conditional
on past available information, D. Draws from the predictive distribution (32)
can be obtained directly from the Gibbs sampler. Point and density forecasts are
evaluated through standard metrics, such as the Root Mean Square Forecast Error
(RMSFE), the Log-Score (LogS), and the Continuously Ranked Probability Score
(CRPS), all averaged over T,,s = 50 out-of-sample observations. These scores
are then compared to those obtained with the Bayesian Sparse Group Lasso prior
(Xu and Ghosh, 2015; BSGL henceforth), both expressed in relative terms with
respect to an AR(1) benchmark. The results, reported in Table 3, point to a
substantial outperformance of our model with respect to both the benchmark and

the BSGL, in particular for highly sparse DGPs. Similarly to the in-sample results,
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the predictive accuracy of our model is almost unaffected by the increase in the
total number of predictors Ng, while the BSGL displays a strong deterioration of
its forecasting performance. On the other hand, our model fails to significantly
outperform the benchmark in a less sparse setting, echoing the deterioration of the
selection accuracy displayed in Table 1. Even in this setting, however, our model

performs better than the BSGL.

6.2 Experiment 2: DGP with mixed-frequency data

In this example, we consider a DGP with mixed-frequency data, where N =
{50,100} predictors are sampled at a higher frequency compared to the target

variable. Simulated data are obtained from the following process:

N  pa

Yr = o+ Byye—1 + Z Z ¥j (u) Lu/mﬁﬁ?h + &,

7=1 u=0
(m) _ (m)
':L.j,t - pxxj,t—l/rrz + 6j,t7

where m = 3 (which is akin to a quarterly-monthly process) and p, = 11. We set

the true weighting scheme 1 (u) by relying on a three-parameters Beta function:

v ()= (;:111)%1 (1 - ;ﬁll)b_l 58;5)) e

We investigate four alternative weighting schemes that correspond to bell-shaped
weights (DGP 1) with (a,b,¢) = (5,15,0), fast-decaying weights (DGP 2) with
(a,b,c) = (1,10,0), slow-decaying weights (DGP 3) with (a,b,¢) = (1,4,0), and
flat weights (DGP 4) with (a,b,¢) = (1,1,0). These weighting schemes are rep-
resented in Figure 1.° Note that the same weighting scheme applies to all the
predictors entering the DGPs. We define ¢; and €; := (€14, ..., €eny) as i.i.d. draws

from the following multivariate distribution:

€ 0 o2 0
" ~iid NV , :

5The weights are set to exactly zero for values of the Beta function < le-04, and normalized
to sum up to 1.
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Figure 1: MIDAS weights in the Monte Carlo simulations
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\
\
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where 3. = S R.S., with S, a diagonal matrix with elements . and R. a Toeplitz
correlation matrix with diagonal elements equal to one and off-diagonal elements
P27 for all j # . We set p. = 0.50, a = 0.50, ¢ = 0.50, p, = 0.90. The active
set has cardinality sJ” = {5,10} and the indices of active variables S are fixed
realizations of random draws without replacement from {1,..., N}. Conditional on
these parameters, we calibrate o such that the noise-to-signal ratio of the mixed-
frequency regression is NSR = 0.20 for all the simulations. We assume h = 0 (akin
to a nowcasting model). The number of in- and out-of-sample observations is again
fixed at T' = 200 and T,,s = 50, respectively.

In the simulations, we consider and evaluate a set of alternative approximating
functions for the true weighting function ; (u), leading to the family of lag poly-
nomials presented in Section 2.3.2: the U-MIDAS (Foroni et al., 2015), Almon lag

polynomials (restricted and unrestricted; Mogliani and Simoni, 2021), and orthog-
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Table 4: Monte Carlo simulations: selection and predictive accuracy

DGP 1 DGP 2 DGP 3 DGP 4
bell-shaped fast-decaying  slow-decaying flat

N | s§" | Polynomial | TPRy CRPS| TPRy CRPS| TPRy CRPS| TPRy CRPS

99.8 0.71 100.0 0.67 99.2 0.75 70.5 0.88
(0.2)  (0.01) | (0.0) (0.01) | (0.5) (0.01) | (3.3)  (0.01)
84.3 0.75 81.8 0.75 85.0 0.77 94.8 0.77
(0.7)  (0.01) | (1.2)  (0.01) | (0.8) (0.01) | (0.8)  (0.01)
Restr. Al 99.5 0.70 87.5 0.71 98.8 0.71 100.0 0.79
estr. Adlmon 1 g3y (0.01) | (0.7) (0.01) | (0.4) (0.01) | (0.0)  (0.01)
50 5 L d 86.7 0.77 86.2 0.77 84.8 0.78 98.3 0.75
cgenare (0.7)  (0.01) | (0.9) (0.01) | (1.1)  (0.01) | (0.5)  (0.01)
99.3 0.71 97.2 0.67 100.0 0.70 90.8 0.84
(0.3)  (0.01) | (0.6) (0.01) | (0.0) (0.01) | (2.2)  (0.01)
87.5 0.76 81.7 0.76 84.0 0.78 98.7 0.75
(0.7)  (0.01) | (1.2)  (0.01) | (1.3)  (0.01) | (0.5)  (0.01)

Unrestricted

Almon

Bernstein

Chebychev T

U cted 99.3 0.72 99.2 0.69 98.2 0.74 42.2 0.94
nrestricte (0.5)  (0.01) | (0.5)  (0.01) | (0.9) (0.01) | (2.8)  (0.01)
83.3 0.77 78.8 0.79 81.8 0.79 91.3 0.80
(0.3)  (0.01) | (1.5)  (0.01) | (1.1)  (0.01) | (1.1)  (0.01)
Restr. Al 97.3 0.71 83.5 0.74 94.8 0.71 93.7 0.83
CStr. Almon | g6y  (0.01) | (0.2) (0.01) | (0.8)  (0.01) | (1.4)  (0.01)
100 ) L d 80.2 0.79 82.7 0.81 78.3 0.81 91.0 0.78
egendre (1.2)  (0.01) | (1.5)  (0.01) | (1.7) (0.01) | (2.1)  (0.01)
98.7 0.72 94.5 0.69 99.3 0.70 66.8 0.89
(0.6)  (0.01) | (0.8)  (0.01) | (0.6) (0.01) | (3.3)  (0.01)
80.3 0.79 81.7 0.79 78.7 0.81 91.7 0.78
(1.3)  (0.01) | (1.0) (0.01) | (1.6) (0.01) | (1.8)  (0.01)

Almon

Bernstein

Chebychev T

U icted 23.3 0.96 27.9 0.93 16.1 0.98 10.1 0.99
nrestricte (2.1)  (0.01) | (2.7)  (0.01) | (1.3)  (0.01) | (0.3)  (0.00)
20.8 0.98 10.6 0.99 21.7 0.98 25.5 0.96
(2.6)  (0.01) | (0.7)  (0.00) | (2.6) (0.01) | (3.1)  (0.01)
R Al 88.2 0.77 89.3 0.76 87.4 0.78 17.7 0.97
estr. Almon |5y (o1 | (1)  (001) | (23) (0.01) | (1.0)  (0.00)
100 | 10 L d 16.5 0.98 14.2 0.98 18.6 0.97 16.2 0.98
cgendre (1.7)  (0.01) | (0.6)  (0.00) | (2.1) (0.01) | (2.2)  (0.01)
17.1 0.98 62.0 0.80 20.4 0.95 10.5 0.99
(0.9)  (0.01) | (3.6) (0.02) | (2.1)  (0.01) | (0.4)  (0.00)
19.1 0.97 10.8 0.99 19.1 0.98 13.1 0.98
(2.0)  (0.01) | (0.4)  (0.00) | (2.3)  (0.00) | (1.5)  (0.00)

Almon

Bernstein

Chebychev T

Notes: TPR and CRPS denote respectively the true positive rate and the continuously ranked proba-
bility score, the latter in relative terms with respect to the AR(1) benchmark. Average values across
Monte Carlo simulations. Bootstrap standard errors in parentheses.

onal lag polynomials. As for the latter, we consider Legendre and Chebychev (first
kind) polynomials, and we introduce the Bernstein orthogonal polynomials.®
Simulation results are reported in Tables 4. We focus on the selection and pre-

dictive accuracy performance of the BGSS-SS prior in the MIDAS framework by

SFor the Almon lag polynomials, we consider both unrestricted and restricted parameteriza-
tions, with truncation of the polynomial at g = 3 and endpoint restrictions tailored to constrain
the weighting function to tail off slowly to zero (Mogliani and Simoni, 2021). The Legendre,
Chebychev, and Bernstein polynomials are normalized and shifted on [0, 1], and we fix the trun-
cation parameter at ¢ = 5. Results for the Chebychev second kind polynomial, very close to
those for the first kind polynomial, are available upon request. See Section 2.3.2 for more details.
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computing the True Positive Rate (TPR) and the continuously ranked probability
score (CRPS). The results point to a number of interesting features. First, among
the lag polynomials considered, the best results are provided by the unrestricted,
the restricted Almon and the Bernstein polynomials. Legendre polynomials, re-
cently proposed by Babii et al. (2022) in the MIDAS framework, is often outranked
by the other polynomials in our analysis. Second, consistently with the theory, the
results for the best-performing polynomials seems overall unaltered by the increase
in the total number of high-frequency predictors. However, the performance is sub-
stantially affected by the increase in the number of true active variables. In this
case, the restricted Almon performs surprisingly better than the other polynomi-
als, which show, for some DGPs, very low selection and predictive accuracy. Third,
the ranking of the best-performing polynomials may depend, at least in part, on
the shape of the underlying true weighting function. For instance, the restricted
Almon seems well suited for bell-shaped and slow-decaying weights, but somewhat
less for fast-decaying weights, while unrestricted and Bernstein polynomials can
perform fairly well irrespective of the underlying weighting structure. However, as
illustrated by the MSE in Figure 2, the U-MIDAS provides systematically less ac-
curate parameter estimates (due mostly to a larger variance component) compared
to restricted Almon and Bernstein polynomials. Interestingly enough, the perfor-
mance of Legendre and Chebychev (first kind) polynomials improves substantially
under flat weights. This weighting structure is nevertheless less likely to describe

the actual temporal aggregation for most economic data.

7 Empirical application: nowcasting US GDP in a mixed-

frequency framework

We use the proposed prior for a nowcasting exercise of US GDP in the following
mixed-frequency framework:
N-1 pz
ye=a+Bya+ > Y LM+ e, (33)
7=1 u=0
where y; = 400log(Y;/Y;—1) is the annualized quarterly growth rate of GDP, and

X; is a vector of 122 macroeconomic series sampled at monthly frequency and ex-
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Figure 2: MSE in the Monte Carlo simulations

DGP 1 DGP 2
5 5
I VAR
4| | BIAS® 4
3 3
2 2
1 1
0 < [ < = < [ 0 < = < [ < [
DX 1m0 DL 1m0 DX 1m0 DX 1m0 DX 1m0 DX 1m0
N:503-3T:5 N:10058T:5 N:lOOng:m N=50s)"=5 N=100s=5 N:lOOng:IO
DGP 3 DGP 4
5 5
4 4
3 3
2 2
1 1 -
0 < [ < = < [ 0 < = < [ < [
DX 1m0 DL 1m0 DX 1m0 DX 1m0 DX 1m0 DX 1m0
N:5038T:5 N:10058T:5 N:lOOng:m N:SOS-‘({’:S N:lOOsg’:S N:lOOng:IO

Notes: The labels denote the Unrestricted MIDAS (U), the Almon lag polynomials (A), the Restricted
Almon lag polynomials (RA), the Legendre polynomials (L), the Bernstein polynomials (B), and the
Chebychev first kind polynomials (CT).

tracted from the FRED-MD database (McCracken and Ng, 2016). The data sample
starts in 1980Q1, while the pseudo out-of-sample analysis spans 2013Q1 to 2022QA4.
Estimates are carried-out recursively using a rolling window of 7' = 132 quar-
terly observations, and h-step-ahead posterior predictive densities are generated
from (32) through a direct forecast approach. We consider 3 nowcasting horizons
(h =0,1/3,2/3) and the two lag polynomials — namely the restricted Almon and
the orthonormal Bernstein polynomials — that provide overall better results in the
simulation analysis reported in Section 6.2. Further, as the considered data sam-
ple spans periods characterised by strong and uneven macroeconomic fluctuations
(permanent and transitory), such as the Great Moderation, the Great Recession,

and the Covid crisis, we also allow for time-varying volatility with heavy tails and
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occasional outliers in the regression errors (see Section 5.2). Finally, it is worth
noting that the empirical application does not take into account real-time issues
(ragged/jagged-edge data and revisions) and the data used for the analysis reflect
the latest vintages available at the time of writing.”

We consider several modelling strategies to exploit our bi-level sparsity prior
approach. First, we estimate the forecasting model on the whole set of 122 indi-
cators. Depending on the lag polynomial, the total number of parameters is hence
either 244 (restricted Almon) or 732 (Bernstein). However, the simulation results
reported in Section 6 point to a substantial deterioration of the selection and pre-
diction performance of our prior in extreme sparse settings where Ng >> T. To
attenuate this issue, we consider also an alternative strategy based on estimating
the model on separate groups of indicators, where the groups are set according to
partition of indicators defined in McCracken and Ng (2016). We hence consider a
total number of 8 groups (output and income; labour market; housing; consump-
tion, orders, and inventories; money and credit; interest and exchange rates; prices;
stock market), each one including a subset of indicators, whose number ranges be-
tween 5 and 31. Summing up, we estimate a large set of alternative specifications,
according to the 2 lag polynomials (Almon and Bernstein), the 5 volatility process
(homoskedastic, SV, SV with Student-¢ shocks, SV with outliers, SV with Student-¢
shocks and outliers), and the 2 partition strategies (whole dataset vs 8 groups).®
To process this large amounts of results, we combine along several dimensions the

set of individual density forecasts obtained:

1. Pooling the groups: for each permutation of lag polynomials and volatility
processes, we pool the forecasts obtained for the 8 groups of indicators. We

then obtain 10 distinct pools of forecasts.

"The GDP series used in the analysis was downloaded from FRED on July 2023. Further, we
considered the 2023-06 vintage of the FRED-MD database. For the latter, we excluded from the
analysis 5 series presenting sampling issues over the time span considered for the analysis (namely,
new orders for consumer goods, non-borrowed reserves of depository institutions, 3-month AA
financial commercial paper rate, 3-month commercial paper minus fed funds, consumer sentiment
index).

8From (26), the stochastic volatility process without fat tails and /or occasional outliers implies
a degenerate posterior distribution at value 1 for 74 and/or wy.
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2. Pooling the volatility processes (groups): from step 1), for each lag poly-
nomial, we pool the 5 set of combined forecasts arising from the different

volatility processes (groups). We then obtain 2 distinct pools of forecasts.

3. Pooling the lag polynomials and the volatility processes: we pool the 10 set

of combined forecasts from step 1).

4. Pooling the volatility processes (whole dataset): for each lag polynomial,
we pool the 5 set of combined forecasts arising from the different volatility
processes and obtained from estimates on the whole dataset. We then obtain

2 distinct pools of forecasts.

5. Pooling the lag polynomials and the volatility processes (whole dataset): we
pool the 10 set of combined forecasts obtained from estimates on the whole

dataset.

We have then a total number of 16 pools of forecasts. The combination is
carried out using the optimal prediction pool proposed by Geweke and Amisano
(2011), which relies on log-scores. The combined point and density forecasts are
then evaluated by the means of standard criteria (RMSFE and average CRPS0.

Results are reported in Table 5 and refer to relative scores with respect to
the AR(1) benchmark. Three main findings can be outlined. First, Bernstein
polynomials provide accurate point and density forecast for h = 0 and h = 1/3,
but the restricted Almon performs best at h = 2/3. This outcome can be due to the
shapes the different polynomials may assume and the way they best describe the
underlying weighting structure at each horizon. However, while a combination of
Bernstein and Almon tends to represent a good compromise in terms of accuracy
across all the selected horizons, pooling these lag polynomials does not seem to
provide here a systematic optimal strategy. Second, there is no clear-cut evidence
in favour of a particular partition strategy. For h = 0 and h = 2/3, models
including the whole set of indicators seem to perform better, or very closely, to
those based on groups. Conversely, pooled forecasts from models based on group
partitions tend to outperform for h = 1/3. Overall, and consistently with the
simulation results reported in Section 6.2, this outcome suggests that the proposed

procedure is robust to the presence of a large number of predictors. Finally, when
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Table 5: Empirical results: nowcasting US GDP

BSGS-SS BSGL
h=0 h=1/3 h=2/3 | h=0 h=1/3 h=2/3
Panel A. RMSFE
G Al 0.78 0.79 0.73 0.77 0.78 0.74
roups - Almon (0.11)  (0.09) (0.03) (0.20)  (0.07) (0.02)
G B . 0.66 0.70 0.77 0.71 0.75 0.74
roups - Bernstein (0.04) (0.01) (0.06) (0.08) (0.01) (0.04)
G 1 0.68 0.70 0.74 0.69 0.75 0.75
roups - a (0.04) (0.01) (0.04) (0.08) (0.01) (0.03)
0.68 0.80 0.71 0.80 0.77 0.79
Whole dataset - Almon (0.05) (0.13) (0.03) (0.30) (0.05) (0.03)
. 0.67 0.72 0.86 0.90 1.04 0.90
Whole dataset - Bernstein (0.05) (0.06) (0.08) (0.53) (0.83) (0.19)
0.67 0.78 0.72 0.91 0.91 0.91
Whole dataset - all (0.06)  (0.11) (0.03) (0.56)  (0.36) (0.20)
Panel B. CRPS

G Al 0.78 0.81 0.76 0.82 0.81 0.77
roups - Almon (0.02)  (0.02) (0.00) (0.16)  (0.02) (0.00)
G B tei 0.70 0.70 0.79 0.77 0.73 0.76
roups - berustein (0.01)  (0.00) (0.02) (0.04)  (0.00) (0.00)
G 1 0.71 0.69 0.77 0.77 0.74 0.78
roups - a (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.04) (0.00) (0.01)
0.71 0.81 0.75 0.81 0.77 0.79
Whole dataset - Almon (0.01) (0.06) (0.00) (0.23) (0.01) (0.00)
. 0.71 0.75 0.83 0.85 0.89 0.86
Whole dataset - Bernstein (0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.27) (0.35) (0.07)
0.70 0.78 0.76 0.85 0.84 0.87
Whole dataset - all (0.01)  (0.03) (0.00) (0.30)  (0.05) (0.08)

Notes: BSGS-SS denotes the proposed bi-level sparsity prior.

BSGL denotes the Bayesian

Sparse Group Lasso prior (Xu and Ghosh, 2015). RMSFE and CRPS denote respectively the
root mean squared forecast error and the continuously ranked probability score, in relative
terms with respect to the AR(1) benchmark. p-values of a test of unconditional predictive
accuracy (Giacomini and White, 2006) with respect to the AR(1) benchmark in parentheses.
The analysis is carried out after excluding the observations for 2020Q1, 2020Q2, and 2021Q1,
for which we observe extremely large forecast errors in relation with the COVID-19 shock.
Bold numbers denote the best outcomes across horizons and models.

and pooling strategies.

8 Concluding remarks
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compared to the Bayesian Sparse Group Lasso (BSGL) prior of Xu and Ghosh
(2015) (right hand side of Table 5), the results suggest that our prior can perform
considerably better in terms of both point and density forecasts. Even though the
outperformance is not systematically and significantly clear-cut across the whole

set of results, our findings point to substantial predictive gains for some horizons

We propose a Bayesian approach for estimating bi-level sparse mean regression

models in a high-dimensional framework, where a group structure arises from the



dataset or is imposed for modelling purpose. Our hierarchical prior induces bi-
level sparsity, 7.e. among and within groups. We add to the existing literature
by establishing frequentist asymptotic properties for our procedure in-sample and
out-of-sample. Remarkably, under some mild conditions, our procedure is demon-
strated to be minimax-optimal. Further, contrarily to alternative approaches, our
procedure does not require orthogonality among covariates belonging to different
groups. Finally, we show that a more general error structure, such as stochastic
volatility and ARMA, can be accommodate by only slightly modifying the proposed
prior.

Monte Carlo experiments, designed to investigate the performance of our proce-
dure under either grouped or mixed-frequency data frameworks, point to good es-
timation, selection, and prediction accuracy in a fairly high sparsity setting. When
applied to a nowcasting exercise of the U.S. quarter-on-quarter GDP growth with
122 indicators sampled at monthly frequencies, our procedure provides good pre-
dictive performance (in terms of point and density forecast) compared to the AR(1)

and the Bayesian Sparse Group Lasso.
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Appendix

A  Proofs of the main results

Recall the notation 8 := (67, ...,0%)", b:= (b],...,b)y)". For a vector a := (a},...,al),
where a; € RY for every j = 1,...,N: let S5 C {1,2,..., N} denote the set of indices of
the groups in a with at least one nonzero component, sz = |Sg | < N denote the number
of groups in a with at least one nonzero component. If S§" # @, for every j € S§" let Sa,
be the set of the indices of the nonzero elements in a; and sa = Zjesg |Sa,|. If S§" # @,
then sa > 1 while if S3" = &, then sa = 0. Corresponding to the true value 8y, there are
true S5 := Se , sy = 590 Soj := Se,, for every j € S§", and s := sg,.

For every s97,s € N, let us consider the set of § € © C RY9 associated with a group
structure (defined through the inverse of the Vec(-) operator and the corresponding matrix
Y (0) as described in Section 2.2) that have less than Mys9" active groups (that is, non-zero

columns of the associated (g x N) matrix T(0)) and less than M;s non-zero components:
O(s9",8) = O(s9", 8; Mo, My) := {0 € © C RN9; 53" < Mys?" and sg < M;s},

where My and M; are two positive constants.

Let Py :=[[_ N (Zjvzl gOg’j(X]"t_h),O'(Q)) (resp. PY :=[I_, N (2:-180,03)) denote
the true (resp. the true truncated) conditional distribution of y given X and the true
values of the parameters {¢g ;};j=1.. .~ (resp. 0p) and o, and let fo (resp. fJ) denote
its Lebesgue density. Moreover, f and f9 denote the Lebesgue density of the conditional
distributions H?:1N<Z;y:1 goj(xj,t,h),az) and HleN(zt,hO,UQ), respectively, given
X and generic values of the parameters {¢;};=1 . n, 8 and o%. Let 5" := T'e?/log(N)
and 5o := Te*/log(s) g). For a constant Cy > 0, the constant ¢ in Assumption 4.2, and

Cs:= %, define the sieves:

Fr(Cs) = {(9,02) € 039", 5) x R, and

A 10;]l2 < C3¢, T71 < 0% < &1 }a (A.1)
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where ¢ := (T'e?)? max{log(s"g),log(T)}.
For two probability densities f; and fo, the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence is denoted
by K(fi, f2) := [ filog(fi/f2) while V(f1, f2) := [ fi(log(f1/f2) — K(f1, f2))? denotes the

KL variation. The average Rényi divergence of order 1/2 between two T-dimensional

densities f; and fy is denoted by d(f1, f2) and defined as d(f1, f2) := —% log [V f1 [

A.1 Proof of Theorem 4.1

The proof of this theorem is divided into two parts. In the first part we obtain the posterior
contraction rate with respect to d(fo, f). In the second part we use this result to show the
statement of the theorem.

For 5J" and 3 as defined above, let us consider the set ©(s3",50) = O(s8", s0; Mo, M)
with constants My and M; that do not depend on (8, 08) and that are such that C7 <
min {ug(My — 1), u1 (M — 1)} /2 — 3/2 with C; > 0 the constant in Lemma B.3.2 in the
Online Appendix that satisfies (B.3.11) and that depends only on ay, C.q,72, 02, and ug, u;
the constants in Assumption 4.3. For every ¢ > 0 let A. := {(0,0%) € © x R;;0 €
O(sy",50), d(fo, f9) > €}. Since the prior puts mass zero on Zé\le(% (Xj,t-n) — 25, 1,0;),

then for every € > 0 :

Eoll ((p,07) € 1 x Ry; d(fo, ) > ¢|y, X)
S EoIl (Acly, Z) + Eoll (0 € ©(57",50)| v, Z) . (A.2)

The second term on the right hand side goes to zero by Lemma B.3.3 in the Online Ap-
pendix. We then focus on the first term. By Lemma B.3.4 in the Online Appendix there
exists a test ¢ such that for some constant Mo > max{5v/3,2C; +1} that does not depend

on (0, 03),

Eopr < e M2T€/2 and sup Efo(l— ¢p) < e M2T€ (A.3)
{(0,0%)€Fr(Ca);
d(fo,f?)>(2Mz+3)e”}

Hence, by using the first upper bound in (A.3) we get the upper bound:

Eoll (Ac|y, Z) = Eo[Il (Ac|y, Z) 7] + Eo[IT (Ac|y, Z) (1 — 1))
< e MTER2 L B[ (Ae|y, Z) (1 — 7)) (A4)

and we just need to upper bound the second term in (A.4). To do this and for the con-

stant C; introduced above, define the event Ay := {[(f9/fo)IL(6,0?)dOdo? > exp{—(1 +
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C1)T€?*}}, where T1(0,02) denotes the prior in (10) - (13) marginalized with respect to
the prior of (7;,70,71) and restricted to have support on By(e) := {(0,02); K(fo, [9) <
Te2, V(fo, f9) < Te?}. By using the results of Lemma B.3.1 with C' = C and of Lemma
B.3.2 in the Online Appendix we obtain that for large T":

Ja, £9/ foT1(6, 0%)dOdo?
Jo J5 19/ foll(6,02)d0do>

1—¢r)

Eo[II (Acly, Z) (1 — ¢7)] = Eo [

Ja 19/ foll(6,0%)d0do? C
= [fgo(é) fg/foﬁ(e,02)d9da2n(30(6))(1 — or)| A1 | Po(A1) + Po(Af)
< Eo [ ;H(0,02)d9d02(1 —~ ch)] cIH2O0TE | (C272)=1 (A 5)
A. JO

Moreover, let A, 7 := Fr(C2) N A, where Fr(C5) is as defined in (A.1) with Cy > (2Mo +
201 +1)%¢/2—1 and remark that A. C A. 7U{(0,0?) € (0(5]",50) xR )\ Fr(Ca)}. Then,
by letting e = (2Ms + 3)e?, where My is the constant in the statement of the theorem, we
get:

Eo [ / ﬁn(e,ﬁ)dedﬁ(l - ¢T)] e(1F20NTE < ((1+20)T e
A. Jo -

</ Efs [(1 — ¢7)]11(0, 0?)dOdo* + / I1(e, 02)d9d02)
Ac,m (037", $)XRL)\Fr(C2)

S0

+e—(\/W—o(1)—2MO)T€2 (2+ ai >)

(10—1

< e—(Mg—l—ch)T62 + e—Te%/203/g—o(1)—2M0—1—201) (2 + a ) —nr (A.6)
- apg — 1
by using the second upper bound in (A.3) and result (B.3.32) of Lemma B.3.4 in the Online
Appendix with C5 := (C3+1)/c. By putting together (A.2) and (A.4)-(A.6) and by Lemma
B.3.3 we obtain:

Eoll ((p,0°) € H x Ry; d(fo, f) > (2Ma + 3)e?| y, X)

< e*M2T€2/2 n e—T€2 (—2Cl+min{uo(Mo—1),u1(M1—1)}—3)

+nr +

2
C3Te2 (A7)

which converges to zero for the values of My, My, My, C;7 and C5 specified above. Finally,
since all the constants in the right hand side of (A.7) do not depend on (6, 03) we conclude

that

sup EOH((cp,oz) € HxRy; d(fo, f) > (2M2—|—3)62|y,X)
(¢0,02)EF0 (50,587 2)
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7T62 (7201+m1n{u0(M071),u1(lel)}f?))

< — MsTe? /2+77T+

+e (A.8)

2
C2Te?

We now develop the second part of the proof where we use the notation Mg = (2M>+3).
Denote Ay := {3 log (‘7 +U°> < (2Ms3 + 3)€%}. Under Assumption 4.1 (i) this event is

feasible. On Ay: Z +U° < eAMze® Then, on As:

N 2 T N 2

T T
Z( M(X) - ¢} -)(X)) =S D (pix5e-n) = 00(Xj0-n))
7j=1 t=1 7j=1
2

2

N 7.2
> (0i(Xji-n) = 00i(Xje-n)) | doge* . (A9)
t=1 \j=1

M’ﬂ

- 0'2-|-O'

Moreover, since

1) = 10 [ VIoF = 1o (T

0%+ o?
+ 1 0
) o ()

203
1 T N 2
0_2+U Z > (@i (%j0-n) = @o(xj-n)) | 5 (A10)

t:l j=1

then (A.8) implies that uniformly on Fo(so, sy ; Z):

S (S0 (i) — w050 n)
4T (0% + 03)
y,X,Ag) 1. (A.12)

Eoll( (¢, 0%) € H x Ry;

S M2€2

It follows from this, (A.9) and the law of total probability that

2

N
Eoll | ¢ € # Z( DX -l X)| < MTE|y,X | = o [T(Aa]y,X)

2
2

N
x 1 Gz+00 Z( §(xX) - (T-)(X)) < MaTé?|y, X, Ay } (A.13)

2

for every M > 2Mydg2etMec” Finally, (A.13) converges to one by (A.11) and (A.12)

uniformly over F(so,s)"; Z).
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A.2 Proof of Theorem 4.2

Remark that Zjvzl (gog-T) (X) — cpé? (X)) =7Z(0 —6y)+ (B(g9) — Bo(g)) and by the Trian-

gular inequality:

N
T T

1206~ 00)1l; < |3 (#57(X) = 965 (X)) |+ 1B(9) = Bo(o)ll- (A.14)

j=1

2
By definition of ©(s7", 3p), for every 8 € ©(s]",3p) it holds that 3?5_90) <sg +s3 <
Moysy" + 53" and sg_g,) < se + so < M159 + so. Therefore, by denoting ¢y := ¢(Mosy" +
s3", M350 + so), we have VO € O(5y, 50):

Z(0—60)|3 =
P20 90 121210 — 0l13 > G216 - 603 (A15)

20— 0y)|3 = JZO=00)ll>.
| I>= Jzz16 =602

By using (A.14) and (A.15) we get that VO € O(57", 50):

16— 8y]]> < (| (4700 - oD )| +1860) ~ Bolol,)
—Uoll2 > .

= (A.16)
1/2
o 1Zl,
By (A.16), the inequality (a + b)? < 2a% + 2b%, and Assumption 2.1 we get
M3Té? -
EoII (9 €0:(16 6o > = yX) < oIl (O(37",30)| ¥, X)
ol 2|3
2
(D) (T) Lo M 5
B | @3 (o700 — 0] (%)) | + ggeon = T X
‘j:

2

which converges to zero by Theorem 4.1 for every M3 such that (% — 15607?:2) > M and

by Lemma B.3.3 in the Online Appendix. This shows result (17) in the theorem.
To show result (17), we lower bound the right hand side in (A.15) by ¢o||Z||2]|0—8||2 >
rior.T||0 — 0|2, where we use ¢g > k¢ and |Z||?/T = k. with probability approaching one

as stated in the theorem. The remaining of the proof proceeds similarly as above.

B Online Appendix

The Online Appendix contains: guidelines for setting some hyperparameters, the MCMC
algorithm for the extended model with ARMA errors and stochastic volatility, and the

proofs of technical results.
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